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Editorial

The Truth of the Tent

Jacques B. Doukhan, D.H.L., Th.D.

A

s Israel fears
again for its survival and the
walls of the ancient temple of
Jerusalem again tremble under
the threat, this issue of Shabbat
Shalom is devoted to the holy
“Tabernacle.” The topic looks
strange and at least anachronic.
Modern believers who struggle
with their doubts and questions
have nothing to do, it seems, with
the archaic Levitical Sanctuary,
this sacred tent which was pitched
in the middle of the Sinai desert
over 3000 years ago.
Yet in the twenty-first century,
when faith and invisible values
are more and more compromised, the message that is associated with the tabernacle has
never been so relevant. It brings
to us truths that are universal

and today in urgent need, truths
about holiness, but also about
forgiveness and hope. And more
importantly a truth that contains all of them, a truth that
concerns our survival as spiritual
beings, in fact a truth about the
survival of humankind. Whether
we think in theological terms
with Professor Davidson or
Rabbi Medwin or in philosophical and poetic terms with Abigail
Hadas, ultimately we will
emerge with the same lessons
and answers. The tent of Sinai
will take us back to the desert
to rethink our values and reevaluate our future.
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Interview

Rabbi Michelle Medwin

Rabbi Medwin was ordained as a rabbi in May,
1997 from Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion. Since then, she has been
working as the assistant rabbi
at Temple Sholom in Broomall,
PA. Her duties include officiating at life-cycle events, leading worship services, teaching
high-school kids and adults,
and working as the youth advisor and rabbinic advisor to
Reform Jewish teens in the
Philadelphia area.
Previous to becoming a
rabbi, she was in private practice as an optometrist. Having
always been active in Jewish
life, she decided to sell her practice and go to seminary after
being inspired by a woman
rabbi at her synagogue.

S
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habbat Shalom*:
In Jewish understanding, what is
the significance of the
sanctu.
ary or temple?
Medwin: As I answer these
questions, I will approach them
from a liberal Jewish perspective.
First I would like to define
terms as I understand them. The
Sanctuary/Tabernacle was a mobile worship site that was carried
with the Israelites as they wandered throughout the wilderness. The Temple refers . to the
Temple that was built on Mt.
Moriah in Jerusalem after the
Jews entered the Promised Land.
God commanded Moses to
have the Israelites build a Tent
of Meeting. The Tent would
contain the Ark which contained
the Tablets of Stone upon which

God wrote the Commandments.
After having lived 400 years
among pagan worshipers in
Egypt, it was very difficult for
the Israelites to understand the
concept of an “invisible” God.
As long as God was doing something visible, such as causing the
Ten Plagues or parting the Reed
Sea, the Israelites were able to
keep their faith in God. When
God was not so obvious, it was
harder for them to continue to
believe that an invisible God existed.
The Tabernacle was a way for
the Israelites to symbolically always be aware of God’s presence.
In Exodus 25:8 God tells Moses,
“Let them make me a sanctuary
that I may dwell among them.”
Even though it was understood
that God did not really have a

“home” as the pagan gods did,
and that God was everywhere,
the Israelites still needed a physical place that could help them
relate to God. It is important to
note that all the Israelites were
invited to bring gifts of their
heart and to participate in the
creation of the Tabernacle. This
gave them a sense of ownership,
of helping to build God’s
“home.” It is also important to
note that the Tabernacle was
built portable, so that the Israelites could take God with them
wherever they went. This was an
important distinction and a new
concept in theology. In pagan
religions, gods had set locations.
If people moved, they found
new gods. In Judaism, God was
everywhere. The Tabernacle was
also a constant visual reminder
for the Israelites of the covenant
they made with God and the
laws/commandments that the Israelites agreed to follow. God
tells Moses in Exodus 25:21,
“Deposit inside the ark, the Pact
that I will give you.” The Israelites knew that this Tent of Meeting contained these important
Tablets that God gave Moses on
Mt. Sinai.
Shabbat Shalom: How did
each part of the temple/sanctuary function in Jewish worship?
Medwin: The Tent of Meeting was a large tent that contained all of the following: (1)
The Lamp which was to be continually burning—this was a
sign of God’s continual presence
among the people; (2) the Table
for Bread used for rituals; (3) the
Ark of the Pact and its poles—
The Ark contained the Tablets,
and the poles enabled the Ark,
and therefore the Tablets, to be
carried with the Israelites wherever they went; (4) the Curtain—to partition off the Holy
of Holies, because only the High
Priests were allowed to go near
the Ark, and thus the curtain

The Israelites could take God with them
wherever they went.
kept others out; (5) the Altar in
the Holy—for burning incense;
(6) the Altar in the courtyard—
for burnt offerings; and (7) the
Laver for Washing—for ritual
purification.
Shabbat Shalom: How did the
temple/sanctuary change Jewish
worship?
Medwin: The building of the
sanctuary in the desert was really the beginning of Jewish
community worship. Before
then, individuals such as
Abraham and Jacob had their
own personal way of worshiping
God. When Abraham’s descen-

Sacrifice has been
replaced by prayer.
dants had been brought down to
Egypt by Joseph, they grew into
a large people. As slaves, they
were not allowed to worship
God freely in their own way.
Once they were set free, God
found it important to create a
center of worship for the Israelite community. This gave the

people a physical symbol of God
in their midst. It also created a
set location in which to make
sacrifices to God which could be
made holy. The Temple in
Jerusalem signified a change of
worship in that the Israelite
people now had a permanent
place of worship.
Shabbat Shalom: What does
the temple/sanctuary teach us
about God?
Medwin: God is both immanent and transcendent. On one
hand, God asks the Israelites to
create a “dwelling place” for God
among them. This enables the
people to feel closer to God,
knowing that God is ever
present. At the same time, the
true place where God “dwelt,”
the Holy of Holies, was off-limits to all but the High Priests.
Anyone who tried to get that
close to God would be killed.
Shabbat Shalom: What role
did the Temple play in early
Jewish life?
Medwin: The Temple became
the center of Jewish religious
life. While individual communities had community centers,
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the most important worship of
God took place during the three
festivals, Sukkot, Pesach and
Shavuot, when all Jews would
make a pilgrimage to Jerusalem
to make sacrifices to God.
Shabbat Shalom: How did the
destruction of the Temple(s)
change Jewish life and worship?
Medwin: Since official sacrifices to God could only be made
at the Temple in Jerusalem, the
entire str ucture of worship
changed when the Temple was
destroyed. After the destruction
of the first Temple, the Jews
were exiled to Babylonia. There
they had to establish Batei
Knesset (the modern Hebrew
word for synagogue which actually means House of Assembly)
so they could worship God.
Worship of God was transformed from sacrifice to verbal
prayer. When the Jews were able
to return to Jerusalem, they rebuilt the Temple. The communities still maintained Batei
Knesset but returned to Jerusalem for the festivals to make sacrifices at the Temple. After the
destr uction of the second
Temple, worship made a permanent transformation from sacrifice to verbal prayer.
Shabbat Shalom: What is the
priestly function today without
the literal temple being present?
Medwin: The Priesthood,
which was a hereditary position,
died out when the second
Temple was destroyed. At that
point, the Rabbis came to power
as the new leaders of the Jewish
people. Rabbis were ordained
based upon obtaining a certain
level of knowledge. They became the religious leaders and
community judges. The Judaism
that we know today is based
upon the changes made by the
rabbis and is called Rabbinic Judaism. There are some small
remnants of the Priesthood in
modern times. People with last
6 SHABBAT SHALOM / Winter 2000

names of Cohen or Levy are
given certain privileges in worship services in the Orthodox
and Conservative movements.
Shabbat Shalom: What is substituted now for the various offerings that were given in the
temple?

Modern synagogues
are not just houses of
worship but are also
places for a
community to gather,
to learn and study
together, and to
socialize.
Medwin: Sacrifices were
made three times a day. The current worship system of Orthodoxy substitutes three prayer
services a day instead.
Shabbat Shalom: What do you
think of the movement to rebuild and restore the temple?
What are some of the problems
to accomplishing the restoration?
Medwin: Most Jews do not
expect, nor do they want, a third
Temple to be built. For two
thousand years Jews and Judaism have survived without the
Temple. Sacrifice, an ancient
custom not only of Jews but of
most religions at the time, has
been replaced by prayer. Only
the extremists talk about rebuilding the Temple again. Most
Jews do not want to revert to
animal sacrifice, which would be
the function of a newly built
third Temple.
Shabbat Shalom: What is the
difference between the modern
synagogue and the sanctuary/
temple of old?
Medwin: The sanctuary and

Temple of old were controlled by
the High Priests. They were the
location where sacrifice was
made as a way to worship God.
Modern synagogues are led by
rabbis and prayer replaces worship. Also, modern synagogues
are not just houses of worship
but are also places for a community to gather, to learn and study
together, and to socialize.
*Interview by Johnny Groda,
graduate student at Andrews
University in Berrien Springs,
Michigan.

Interview

Richard M. Davidson

Richard M. Davidson is J. N.
Andrews Professor of Old Testament Interpretation and chairperson of the Old
Testament Department at the Seventhday Adventist Theological Seminary at
Andrews University, Berrien Springs,
Michigan. Before joining the Andrews
faculty in 1979 Davidson served as pastor and was ordained as a minister in
1974.
Born in California, Davidson attended Loma Linda University in Riverside, California (B.A. in Theology in
1968), and Andrews University (M.
Div. in 1970; Th.D. in 1981). His doctoral dissertation, published under the
title Typology in Scripture, shows already his interest in the sanctuary theme.
Davidson is a member of several
scholarly societies and has written a
number of articles and books, most recently A Love Song for the Sabbath
(1988), In the Footsteps of Joshua
(1995), and the chapter on “Principles
of Biblical Interpretation” in the Handbook of Seventh-day Adventist Theology (2000).
He is married to Jo Ann Mazat
Davidson who also teaches at the Theological Seminary. They have a daughter,
Rahel, and a son, Jonathan. Davidson
enjoys backpacking, mountain biking,
cross- country skiing, and tennis.

S

habbat Shalom:
How would you describe the function
of the sanctuary?
Davidson: The Bible implies
(and both later Jewish and Christian sources make explicit) that
the original sanctuary/temple
“from the beginning” was in
heaven (Exodus 25:9, 40;
Jeremiah 17:12) and that one of
its primary functions was as a
place of assembly (Isaiah 14:13)
where the created heavenly beings
came to worship the Creator
(Isaiah 6; Revelation 4). The
earthly counterparts to this heavenly temple—the first sanctuary
in Eden, the wilderness tabernacle, and the First and Second
Temples—all had this same basic
worship function. After the entrance of sin, the sanctuar y/
temple took on the additional
function of ritually expiating sin
so that human beings could con-

tinue to enter into the presence
of a holy God to worship. Every
part of the sanctuary had a part
to play in facilitating this worship
of the Creator.
Shabbat Shalom: In Christian
understanding, what is the significance of the sanctuary/
temple?
Davidson: The basic text in the
Bible that speaks to this question
is Exodus 25:8, where God told
Moses, “And let them make me a
sanctuary that I may dwell in their
midst.” The sanctuary is God’s
dwelling place, His house! The
word “temple” in Hebrew comes
from a Sumerian word E.GAL
meaning “great house.” The heavenly temple is His cosmic dwelling, and the earthly sanctuaries/
temples were where He made His
presence known among His
people. The ultimate significance
of the sanctuary/temple, then, is
that it tangibly reveals God’s deWinter 2000 / SHABBAT SHALOM 7

sire to be near, to dwell among
His creatures.
Shabbat Shalom: How did the
temple/sanctuary affect Christian
worship?
Davidson: I can
speak personally
that as a pastor I
consciously patterned my weekly
worship services after the model of
worship set forth in
the heavenly sanctuary scene of Isaiah 6.
I find this same basic model of sanctuar y worship depicted in Revelation
4-5 in the New Testament. I believe the celestial worship in the heavenly sanctuary is
the divine pattern after which the
earthly sanctuary rituals of the
Torah are based, and could well
provide a blueprint for all earthly
worship, be it Christian or Jewish.
Especially significant for real worship is the encounter with the awesome holiness of God in His sanctuary that causes the worshiper to
bow humbly before the Creator
with a sense of utter unworthiness.
Such is the meaning of the Hebrew
word for “worship”—to “fall on
one’s face”; such was the experience
of every follower of God who encountered Him directly (in
theophany) in both the Hebrew
Bible and the New Testament.
Only such a sense of humility can
prepare the way for the cleansing
coal from the heavenly altar and
for empowerment to obedience to
His call.
Shabbat Shalom: What does the
temple/sanctuary teach us about
God?
Davidson: The sanctuar y/
temple teaches us first that God,
although infinite, is not timeless
(contrary to the claims of Plato and
much subsequent philosophical
thought). He truly can dwell in a
spatiotemporal reality, His house,
in heaven and on earth. Recogniz-

ing this radical claim of Scripture
strikes a blow against the dualistic
foundation of many Christian
philosophical systems. God can
truly come and live with His creatures. And, as I’ve
already pointed
out, He desires,
even longs to be
close to us. Thus
the sanctuary reveals divine love.
At the same time,
it also reveals the
holiness of God,
that He cannot be
approached by
sinful human beings without a
mediator (the
priest) and atonement for their sins
(via the sacrifice). That God provided a way of atonement shows
clearly His grace and mercy. Furthermore, the foundation of sanctuary ethics was lex talionis, or the
law of just retaliation (e.g.,
Deuteronomy 19:15-21), making
evident the justice of God.
Shabbat Shalom: What role did
the sanctuary/temple play for early
Christians?
Davidson: As I understand this
period, early Jewish Christians
continued to worship at the
temple. In those days there was no
radical discontinuity between
Christians and Jews in their worship. The early Christian housechurch worship was largely modeled after the synagogue, which was
in turn indebted to the temple for
its ritual. For Gentile Christians
the sanctuary-related laws applicable to the alien/stranger were still
considered mandatory (Leviticus
17-18; Acts 15). At the same time,
Christians focused upon the heavenly sanctuary, where the Messianic High Priest was ministering
(Hebrews 7-10). But even this was
not in discontinuity with the time
of the Hebrew Bible, where mediation from the heavenly sanctuary
occurred (e.g., Isaiah 6). Radical
discontinuity did not come until

The celestial worship
in the heavenly
sanctuary . . . could
well provide a
blueprint for all
earthly worship, be it
Christian or Jewish.

the fourth century C.E. when institutional Christianity, in the process of assimilating with paganism,
by and large rejected the Torah.
Such was not the view of the early
Christians.
Shabbat Shalom: How was the
Jewish temple different from the
other temples of the same era?
Davidson: Outwardly, as archaeologists have verified, the Jewish temple resembled other ancient
Near Eastern temples in many respects, both in physical layout and
furnishings and in rituals. But I see
at least two distinct differences that
point up fundamental theological
divergences. In the ancient Near
Eastern temple floor plans, the
presence of benches in the Holy
Place in full view of the Holy of
Holies seems to indicate that the
worshipers were permitted to come
into the very presence of the deity.
There was apparently no deep
sense of the sinfulness of humanity and the utter holiness of the
god or goddess which would prevent the worshiper from entering
their direct presence. This reflects
the nature of the pantheistic religion of Israel’s neighbors. By contrast, in the Jewish temple only the
High Priest could pass behind the
second veil into the Holy of Holies, and that only once a year, with
special sacrifices and after the
cloud of incense had covered the
mercy seat from sight (Leviticus
16). Thus the Jewish temple worship upheld the transcendent holiness of God, the sinfulness of humanity, and the need of a mediator between God and man.
Second, in both pagan sanctuaries and the Jewish temple there
was the offering of sacrifices. The
record of pagan rituals seems to
make clear that the major purpose
of those sacrifices was for humans
to appease the wrath of the god.
In the Jewish temple rituals the divine wrath was also appeased. But,
in contrast to the pagan rites, God
Himself provided the sacrifice to
appease His own wrath! Leviticus

In those days there was no radical discontinuity between Christians and
Jews in their worship.
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17:11 reads: “For the life of the
flesh is in the blood, and I HAVE
GIVEN IT to you upon the altar
to make atonement for your souls.”
Thus I find that the pagan sanctuary layouts and rituals distorted
crucial aspects of the character of
God that affected one’s whole concept of worship and salvation. The
Jewish sanctuary/temple, as described in the Hebrew Bible, counteracts these distorted perspectives.
Shabbat Shalom: What is the
priestly function today without
the literal temple being present?
Davidson: By means of numerous intertextual links between the
narratives describing the Mosaic
sanctuary and the Garden of Eden,
the Torah makes clear that the
Garden of Eden was the first sanctuary on earth. In particular, the
Torah uses the same technical
terms for the work of Adam and
Eve in the Garden as for the ministry of the priests in the sanctuary. After the Fall, again the Torah
utilizes the same special technical
terminology for God’s clothing
Adam and Eve as is used elsewhere
only in the clothing of the priests
in the sanctuary. These echoes
clearly indicate that Adam and Eve
were the first priests. At the beginning, all of humanity were priests!
At Mt. Sinai, God reveals that His
original plan was for the whole nation of Israel to be “a kingdom of
priests” (Exodus 19:6). Christians
believe that with the coming of the
Messiah God has returned to His
original plan of the “priesthood of
all believers” (1 Peter 2:5, 9; Revelation 1:6). We also believe that
the Messiah who has come is now
ministering in the heavenly sanctuary as High Priest after the order of Melchizedek, in fulfillment
of the prediction of Psalm 110 (see
Hebrews 7-10).
Shabbat Shalom: What is substituted now for the various offerings that were given in the temple?
Davidson: Christians believe
that the sacrificial system of the
Hebrew Bible prefigured the coming of the Messiah, who would die
as both Priest and Sacrifice, once
for all, in fulfillment of the vari-

Jewish temple worship upheld the
transcendent holiness of God, the sinfulness of
humanity, and the need of a mediator
between God and man.
ous sacrifices outlined in the Torah as predicted by the prophets
(Psalm 40:6-8; Isaiah 53; Hebrews
10). The New Testament also
teaches that believers should offer
their bodies as a “living sacrifice”
(Romans 12:1) in faith, obedience
and praise (Philippians 2:17; 1
Peter 2:5; Hebrews 13:15).
Shabbat Shalom: What, if any,
is the link between the Messiah to
come and the temple/sanctuary?
Davidson: I understand that the
temple/sanctuary was not only the
dwelling place of the Shekinah
Glory, but also the embodiment of
the divine plan of salvation to be
realized with the coming of the
Messiah. Hence the whole sanctuary space and ritual as depicted in
the Hebrew Bible points toward
the Messiah who would “tabernacle among us” (John 1:14). The
New Testament is saturated with
sanctuary imagery to describe the
coming of the Messiah. Tabernacle, priest, sacrifice, altar, laver,
bread, Menorah, incense, mercy
seat, tables of stone, daily and
yearly services—it all is seen to
point to the Coming One. Whole
books of the New Testament are
structured around the sanctuary
connected to the Messiah. For example, the Gospel of John describes the Messiah’s ministry in
relationship to the Jewish festival
year. Likewise, the book of Revelation has as its macrostructure seven
progressive scenes of the Messiah’s
ministry in the sanctuary space and
ritual. Without denying the reality of the sanctuary as a place of
divine dwelling, the Ultimate
Temple is a person, no, two persons: “the Lord God Almighty and
the Lamb [the Messiah]” (Revelation 21:22).
Shabbat Shalom: What is one key
spiritual lesson you feel is important
to learn from the temple/sanctuary?

Davidson: The most impressive
lesson I have learned from the
sanctuary is the amazing persistence and resourcefulness of God’s
love, shown in the way He has devised a plan to solve the human sin
problem through the sanctuary
services, and thus make it possible
for Him to dwell with His people
and be their God in that same
sanctuary.
Shabbat Shalom: What were the
various areas of the temple/sanctuary? What is the spiritual significance of each of those areas?
Davidson: The sanctuary had
three main compartments of ascending holiness, from the outer
court, to the Holy Place, and then
the Holy of Holies. I see these same
three ascending spheres of holiness
in the original Garden sanctuary
in Eden, with the entire newly-created earth constituting the court,
the garden itself the Holy Place,
and the two trees “in the midst of
the Garden” the equivalent of the
Holy of Holies, where God met
with Adam and Eve. Similarly, at
Mt. Sinai, there was the “court” at
the foot of the mountain where the
people camped, the “Holy Place”
where Aaron and his sons and the
70 elders ascended, and the “Holy
of Holies” at the top of the mount
where God met with Moses. The
heavenly sanctuary also appears to
have a similar gradation of holiness
(see Revelation 4-5; 11:19). After
sin, humans were expelled from
the Garden sanctuary and (except
for priestly mediator/representatives) restricted to the court. In the
Mosaic sanctuary and first and second Temples, the court was the
place of sacrifice, the Holy Place
the sphere of intercession, and the
Holy of Holies the location of
judgment. The same seems to be
true of the heavenly counterpart,
with judgment concentrated in the
Winter 2000 / SHABBAT SHALOM 9

The most impressing lesson I have learned from
the sanctuary is the amazing persistence and
resourcefulness of God’s love.
Holy of Holies at the throne of
God (Daniel 7). According to the
New Testament, the cosmic counterpart of the outer court is this
earth (Hebrews 13:10; Revelation
11:2). After the end of sin, redeemed humanity will once more
be given access to the inner compartments of the Temple; in fact,
their eternal home will be in the
New Jerusalem which the book of
Revelation equates with the Cosmic Holy of Holies (Revelation
21:1-3, 16).
Shabbat Shalom: What do you
think of the movement to rebuild
and restore the temple?
Davidson: With the Christian’s
shift of focus to the heavenly sanctuary, and the ongoing ministry of
the heavenly high priest, the rebuilding and restoration of the
earthly temple by human hands
ceases to be of pressing significance

Torah and another 45 chapters of
the Prophets are given over exclusively to discussing aspects of the
sanctuary/temple, not to mention
the book of Psalms, which comprised ancient Israel’s hymnbook
for the sanctuary. The whole life
of the ancient Israelite revolved
around the sanctuary. To the sanctuary they came every week for the
Sabbath, every month for the newmoon festival, and every year for
the annual festivals. To the sanctuary they brought their sacrifices,
and at the sanctuary they received
forgiveness of their sins and instruction in Torah from the priests.
The sanctuary was the focal point
for worship of YHWH, and the
bastion against counterfeit worship
at the pagan sanctuaries. The sanctuary was the embodiment of the
triple star of human value—
beauty, truth, and goodness (see

[For Adventists] the yearly cycle of festivals
ritually preenacted the entire scope of salvation
history from the coming of the Messiah to the
end of the world.
(except for Christian dispensationalists, for whom the building
of the temple is a piece in their
eschatological puzzle). I do believe
that at the end of the present age
God’s heavenly temple (the New
Jerusalem) will come to this earth
and will be the place of worship for
His people throughout eternity
(Revelation 21:1-4). So the temple
on earth will one day be restored,
by God Himself!
ShabbatShalom: What is the relevancy of the sanctuary of ancient
Israel?
Davidson: The Hebrew Bible is
saturated with material on the
sanctuary. Some 45 chapters of the

Psalm 27). The sanctuary, both
earthly copy and heavenly original
to which the earthly pointed, has
the same relevancy today as for ancient Israel!
ShabbatShalom: Why is the
sanctuary so important in Seventh-day Adventist theology?
Davidson: The Seventh-day
Adventist Church was born out of
a recognition of the relevance of
the sanctuary services of the Hebrew Bible. From clues already
within the Hebrew Bible, augmented by further elaboration
within the New Testament, it became evident to Adventist pioneers that the yearly cycle of fes-
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tivals, set forth in Leviticus 23,
from Pesach at “the beginning of
months” (Exodus 12:2) to Sukkot
at the “end of the year” (Exodus
23:16), ritually preenacted the
entire scope of salvation history
from the coming of the Messiah
to the end of the world. The prophetic time prophecies of Daniel
7 and 8 were seen by Adventist
Bible students to point to the final apocalyptic Yom Kippur judgment that was to precede the return of the Messiah. The present
time in which we live constitutes
the heavenly fulfillment of Yom
Kippur, and thus every moment of
time is fraught with sanctuary significance. The work of the high
priest in the earthly sanctuary every year at Yom Kippur (Leviticus
16) foreshadowed the present
work of the Messianic high priest
in the heavenly sanctuary, and this
is the event predicted not only by
Daniel but by John in the New
Testament (Revelation 14:6,7).
So, not only does the sanctuary
have relevance for Seventh-day
Adventists because of its portrayal
of the first and second advents of
the Messiah, in common with the
other Christian churches, but also
because of its prophetic pinpointing of the current time of heavenly judgment corresponding to
Yom Kippur of the Hebrew Bible.
Adventists await the end of the
Cosmic Yom Kippur and the commencement of the eschatological
Sukkot portrayed in Zechariah 14
and Revelation 21-22.

Hebrew Scriptures

The Sacred Tent of the Cohen
Type of the famous temple that Solomon built in Jerusalem

Jacques B. Doukhan

T

his tent, the worship center of the Israelites in the desert, concerns all of us.
They just escaped in the Exodus. The Israelites are free at last.
They are no longer slaves, submitted to the oppression of space and
to the visible gods of Egypt, the
Pharaohs, the Nile and the numerous idols. Behind them is the
darkness of their slavery, and before them lies the desert, empty
and unknown. Suspended in this
void, hopeless, they are called to
serve the God who defined Himself as Ehye, the “I will be” (Exodus 3:14), the God who saved
them and who “will be” with
them.
Now, instead of building pyramids, expressions of the human
attempt to reach heaven, they are
called to build a tent, which will
paradoxically be for them the visible sign of the invisible and omnipresent God—sign of His presence in spite of His absence, sign
of His forgiveness in spite of their
sins, and sign of hope in spite of
their hopelessness.

1. Sign of Presence
“Then the Lord spoke to Moses,
saying: ‘Speak to the children of Israel . . . let them make Me a sanctuary, that I may dwell among them.
According to all that I show you,
that by the pattern of the tabernacle

Dwelling” (Exodus 25:9), or the
Mishkan YHWH, “the dwelling of
the Lord” (Leviticus 17:4).
The tent will become the favorite meeting place, the rendezvous
between God and His people. Another name of the sanctuary sug-

. . . just so you shall make it” (Exodus 25:1, 8, 9). The tent is the place
where God dwells. This function is
already given in the very name that
designates the tent, mishkan, “the

gests precisely this function; it is
called the “tabernacle of meeting”
(Numbers 11:16; 12:4; Deuteronomy 31:14). Indeed, within the
tent’s first compartment three
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objects are put which will again
remind of this lesson of God’s
presence: the lampstand, the
showbread, and the altar of incense.
The seven-branched lampstand,
the menorah with its bright and permanent light (Exodus 25:31-40),
reminded them of the light of the
Torah which will help them walk
and find their way in the darkness
of history and in the struggles of
their personal existence: “your word
is a lamp to my feet and a light to
my path” (Psalm 119:105). On the
table the twelve loaves of bread1
(Exodus 25:30), called “bread of
the Presence” (lehem Ha-panim) or
“bread of permanence” (lehem Hatamid), reminded of the permanence of God’s presence. Next to
them the cups of wine that accompanied the sacrifices (Numbers
28:7; Exodus 30:9) represented in
biblical imagery the threat of judg-

The sacrifice is not
magic but suggests
rather a prophetic
process.
ment and wrath that was associated
with the presence of the Great God
(Psalm 60:3; Jeremiah 25:15). As
for the incense which was burned
morning and evening, it was designed to maintain alive in the
minds the awareness of the holiness
of God’s Presence. The priest could
never enter the most holy place
without surrounding himself with
this cloud of incense (Leviticus
16:12, 13), sign of God’s distance
in spite of His close Presence. God
is here, yet He is also there. God is
near but He is also far (Jeremiah
23:23). The God who dwells with
His People is also the Holy God
who dwells in heaven; hence the
other name of this tent, the
Miqdash, “the sanctuary” (Exodus
25:8), or simply the Holy Place
(Ha-Qodesh, Exodus 28:29).
This is precisely another lesson
of this sacred tent: to teach about a
heavenly reality. As the ancient rab-

A tent, paradoxcially the visible sign of the
invisible and omnipresent God.
bis taught, the earthly tent of the
mishkan was to reflect the heavenly
domain (Yalkut Shimoni, Ps. 713).
This is given from the start. The tent
and its components will have to be
built according to a plan revealed
by God. The structure of this tent
will not be the mere expression of a
human culture or a superstition.
Moses will have to build it according to a pattern “shown on the
mountain” (Exodus 26:30). There
is reference here to another reality.
For the God of Israel is the God of
heaven—not only the God of a
people, but also the God of the
Universe, not only the God of existence, but also the real God who
exists outside of Israel—a God who
dwells elsewhere, in a space that is
infinitely beyond our reach
(Deuteronomy 26:15; Psalm
113:5).
This evocation of the heavenly
order is another function of the
sanctuary. Beyond the veil, in the
second compartment (the Most
Holy place), there is only one object: the ark of the covenant that
contains the law of God and on
which stand two golden figures representing heavenly beings, “the
cherubim” (Exodus 25:18-20). It is
noteworthy that the Hebrew prophets referred to these figures in order
to suggest the heavenly throne of
God (Isaiah 6:1-3; Ezekiel 10;
Daniel 7:9-10).
Thus the tent of the cohen stood
in the desert as a sign of the impossible: it was a place where the heavenly and the earthly orders met. In
the ancient cultures these two domains were infinitely remote and
absolutely distinct from each other.
In Ancient Near Eastern religions
the gods of heaven never came
down. They were always far off and
impossible to reach. In fact, they
were not even interested in coming
down and making themselves
known to humans. One of the lessons of this tent was to remind the
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people of Israel that their heavenly
God was approachable.
2. Sign of Forgiveness
Now, it was not the tent per se,
as an object, that made God approachable. The Levitical service
teaches us that the mechanism that
allowed the ancient Israelites to approach this powerful God was the
sacrifices. The very word in Hebrew
that is used for “sacrifice,” Haqriv,
accounts already for this process,
since it also means “to make approachable.” The only way that
made God approachable was the
fact that through the sacrifice human iniquity was forgiven. This was
not because the sacrifice had a major effect on God and obliged Him
to respond, as the pagans of that
time believed. In pagan gesture the
move is upward. It is initiated by
humans in order to trigger the act
of God. It is a magic process. In the
Israelite sacrifice on the other hand,
the move is downward. It is initiated by God in order to reach humans and make peace with them.
The sacrifice is not magic but suggests rather a prophetic process. Instead of being a human mechanism,
it refers to an action on the part of
God. In the pagan sacrifice it is the
best of man that is offered, as in the
offering of Cain (Genesis 4). In the
Israelite sacrifice it is the best of God
that is offered. The only way to
reach God is by God’s moving
downwards. Any human attempt to
move up to God will ultimately end
in the confusion of Babel (Genesis
11:1-9). Since God cannot be
reached by humans, God had to
come down; He had to limit Himself in order to communicate with
humankind. The idea is bold, yet
the Bible dared to mention it. God
ran the risk to lose Himself, to sacrifice Himself for the benefit of men
and women. This is one of the lessons of the sacrifices that were associated with the Levitical tabernacle.

All the Bible witnesses to this unbelievable love of God.
The first prophecy that is given
in the heart of Adam’s despair (Genesis 3:15) describes the ultimate salvation of humankind in terms of
sacrifice. The seed, the zerac, which
represents the Messiah, will wrestle
with the serpent, which represents
evil, and will eventually overcome
the evil powers at the price of His
life. He will crush the head of the
serpent, yet in the process He will
be hit in the heel. The same Hebrew word shuf describes the two
acts, suggesting through this wordplay that they both belong to the
same process: it is a sacrifice. Likewise the prophet Isaiah speaks about
the Servant of the Lord, who is neither Israel nor the prophet, and who
will offer Himself like the sacrificial lamb (Isaiah 53:7, 10) in order
to save Israel (“my people,” cammi,
verse 8) and “all of us” (verses 5, 6).
Also the prophet Daniel describes the future coming of the
Meshiah who is identified with a
sacrificial lamb who will be slaughtered in order to “make an end to
sins,” “make reconciliation,” and
“bring in everlasting righteousness”
(Daniel 9:24-26).
The prophet Daniel goes so far
as to predict a date for this sacrifice:
“From the going forth of the command to restore and build Jerusalem, until Messiah, Prince, seven
weeks and sixty-two weeks . . . and
after sixty-two weeks will be slaughtered Messiah” (Daniel 9:25-26).
Knowing that the decree to rebuild
and restore Jerusalem falls in 457
B.C.E. and that the prophet Daniel
used the system 1 day = 1 year, the
sacrifice is then supposed to take
place in the year 31 C.E.2
In biblical context the sacrifices
were not merely referring to a
present situation. The perspective
was essentially prophetic. When the
Israelite offered a sacrifice he understood that he could approach God
only because of this sacrifice that signifies the ultimate divine move toward humankind. The sacred tent
in the desert was thus the recipient

of a prophecy that was fulfilled in
31 C.E. in the person of the Messiah Yeshua of Nazareth. And many
Jews, by thousands and hundred
thousands, recognized it at that
time.
3. Sign of Hope
The Israelite who offered his or
her sacrifice left reassured. God had
forgiven him or her. The Israelite
could pursue his work further and
give to his or her life a new start.
Yet the problem was not totally resolved. Death, evil, and iniquity
were still threatening. Indeed it is
not enough to know that “God
loves us” or that He is ready to make
His sacrifice, if He leaves us in the
same mud as before. Otherwise salvation would be reduced to a mere
psychological phenomenon, a sentimental, a mystical, or an existential experience.
The teaching of the sanctuary
aims far beyond the present. It also
contains a lesson about hope. It tells

God ran the risk to
lose Himself.
us that one day in the future all the
problems will be resolved; death and
sin will be radically eliminated and
a new creation will take place.
This is why biblical and Jewish
tradition have associated the two
events of Creation and the building of the sanctuary. Every Sabbath
religious Jews are supposed to remember this association, since on
this day they celebrate Creation by
refraining from doing precisely the
39 works (malakhah) of the building of the sanctuary (Shab 7,2). In
the Bible both the story of creation
and that of the sanctuary are developed in seven steps, and both end
with the same technical conclusion,
“finished the work” (Genesis 2:1;
Exodus 40:33; see also 1 Kings 7:40,
51). This connection is also attested
in the Psalms: “He built His sanctuary like the heights, like the earth
which He has founded forever”
(Psalm 78:69; compare Psalm

150:1; Isaiah 40:21, 22). In ancient
rabbinic midrashim it was emphasized over and over again that the
construction of the tabernacle corresponded to the order of the world’s
creation (Exodus Rabbah 35:6; 34:2;
Numbers Rabbah 12:13).
In building the sanctuary the Israelite remembered the miracle of
Creation. The hope that is registered
in the lessons of the sanctuary goes
beyond the simple daily experience;
it is also an absolute and cosmic response in view of the “new heaven”
and “new earth.”
God’s forgiveness was not just an
experience of the present associated
with the ordinary life on this earth.
In addition to the daily sacrifices,
the sanctuary provided a yearly ceremony that had a cosmic scope:
Kippur. In the course of the year the
blood of the sacrifices was carried
to the Holy Place (the first compartment of the sanctuary) and remained there until Kippur, the Day
of Atonement. Then, and only then,
the great Cohen entered the Most
Holy Place (the second compartment of the sanctuary). The blood
was then sprinkled on the lid of the
ark where were preserved the two
tables of the Law (Deuteronomy
10:5; Exodus 26:33). All the sins
were then transferred to the goat
Azazel (personification of evil)
which was driven out into the
desert.
All the sins that were symbolically compressed in the tent were
then reduced to nothing and disappeared in the wilderness. The sanctuary was then declare “cleansed”
(Leviticus 16:17). The ceremony
has universal overtones. The text
that reports the institution of Kippur repeats the refrain phrase “all the
iniquities” (Leviticus 16:22, 30, 34).
It is noteworthy that the prophet
Daniel, who interpreted the daily
sacrifice as a reference to the event
of the slaughter of the Messiah
(Daniel 9:26), has also read this Levitical ceremony of Kippur as a reference to the heavenly judgment that
will mark the end of human history.
“For two thousand three hundred
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days; then the sanctuary shall be
cleansed” (Daniel 8:14). The two
events, the slaughter of the Messiah
(Daniel 9) and the cleansing of the
sanctuary, the heavenly Kippur
(Daniel 8), are put in the same perspective. A number of clues from
chapters 8 and 9 suggest that the
two prophecies are connected. The
same key phrase haben hamareh,
“understand the vision,” is used in
both prophecies, marking the beginning of the vision (Daniel 8:16)
and its conclusion (Daniel 9:23).
Also the period of the seventy weeks
is in 9:24 said to be “cut off ” (htk),
implying the longer period of 2300
evenings and mornings from which
it was “cut off,” or subtracted. The
two prophetic visions thus start at
the same time, that is, the decree of
the reconstruction of Jerusalem, in
457 B.C.E. The first prophetic period lasts to 31 C.E. (457 + 70
weeks of years), the second ends in
1843/1844 C.E. (457 B.C. + 2300
days=years). In the biblical text the
two prophecies have been fulfilled
in history. The first prophecy has
been confirmed by the coming of
Yeshua, the Messiah, the only Jewish Messiah indeed who affected the

course of history and brought the
testimony of the God of Israel to
the extremities of the world. The
second prophecy has been confirmed in the intense movement of
hope that characterized the period
of 1843-1844, not only among

Judgement is
essentially atonement.
many Christians throughout the
world, but also among Jews; in the
movement of Chabad and the
Yemenite Jews this time was retained
as a special time of intense expectations of the coming of the Messiah.
The two events are related but they
hold two different and complementary functions. Just as the Day of
Atonement complements the “daily
sacrifice,” so the heavenly judgment
which started in 1844 complements
the drama perpetrated in 31.
The event of judgment is then
not expected in fear and anguish or
as a terrible sentence, but as the ultimate point of hope. Indeed, judgment is essentially atonement rather
than condemnation and belongs to

the salvation process. This is implicitly indicated in the mention of the
“open books” (Daniel 7:10) which
are always associated in the Bible
with saved people (Exodus 32:32;
Psalm 56:8; 69:28; 139:16; Malachi
3:16; Daniel 7:10; 12:1-3). This is
explicitly said by Daniel himself:
“Judgment was made in favor of the
saints” (Daniel 7:22).
The presence of God in the
midst of His people could only be
embarrassing and difficult. The sacred tent of Sinai did not just provide the moments and the space for
worship. It did not just give a sense
of God’s presence. It also hinted at
another time and another space
when and where God’s Presence will
finally be experienced in actual reality.
1

They were probably unleavened loaves.
See Exodus 29:2; Flavius Josephus, Antiquities VI.6; X.17.
2
See Jacques B. Doukhan, Secrets of
Daniel (Hagerstown, Md.: Review and
Herald Publ. Assn., 2000), 135-136.

A Parable about the Tabernacle
Rabbi Levi said: The Tabernacle was like a cave that joins the
sea. The sea rushes and floods the cave. The cave is filled by the
water but the sea is in no way diminished. Likewise the Tabernacle
was filled with the Divine Presence, yet the world lost nothing of
that Presence. (Shir-ha-Shirim Rabbah on verse 3, 10).
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Hebrew Scriptures

Reversal*
Roy Gane
Professor of Ancient Near Eastern Studies

G

Grethe, our landlady, called my wife
and me outside to
help her find Mykiko, a Siamese
kitten. She could hear him mewing plaintively near the wood pile,
but she could not see him. Thinking he had gotten stuck somewhere
between the pieces of wood, we dismantled the pile. But Mykiko was
not there. Then he mewed again. I
looked up and saw the pathetic
puss way up in the pine tree over
the wood pile.
Mykiko’s cries were weak because he had been through a dreadful ordeal. A dog had chased him
up the tree and he had spent the
night there through a rainstorm.
I brought a long ladder, put on
thick leather gloves to protect myself from claws, and went up the
tree. Sure enough, when I reached
for Mykiko, the frantic feline
flailed his claws, but I grabbed him
and brought him down. He purred
in gratitude and when I put him
down he kept following me around
to show his affection. Even though
I was allergic to cats and tended to
avoid them, Mykiko was bonded
to me. He was sure I had saved his
life.

What goes up must come down.
Even if you are a cat.
At the Israelite sanctuary, the
two basic stages were similar: Evils
came into the Israelite sanctuary
throughout the year and left it on
the Day of Atonement. What goes
in must come out, even if it is a sin
or a ritual impurity.
The fact that the two stages
moved in opposite directions is
indicated by the fact that the
cleansing of the sanctuary on the

sacrifices for them throughout the
year. Notice the wording of
Leviticus 16:16, describing the
evils that the high priest cleaned
out of the sanctuary: “Thus he shall
make atonement for the (most)
holy place from the impurities of
the Israelites and from their transgressions as well as all their sins...”
(my translation). “All their sins”
covered the sins for which they had
already received forgiveness
through sacrifices that removed the

Day of Atonement removed sins
and ritual impurities that had been
removed from persons who offered

sins from them. So it is clear that
on the Day of Atonement forgiven
sins were treated a second time, this
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time to remove them from the
sanctuary rather than from the sinners.
The two stages are confirmed by
what happened in the rituals them-

altar. Within each of these areas,
we have found that blood was applied in locations that moved progressively away from the ark of the
Covenant (16:14-16, 18-19).

selves. First, careful comparison
between Leviticus 4 and 16 shows
that there was a reversal in the order of blood applications performed in the holy place. When
blood was applied in the holy place
during the year (Leviticus 4), it
moved toward the ark, indicating
that the sin carried by the blood
was moving into the sanctuary. But
on the Day of Atonement, the
blood moved away from the ark,
showing that the sin was moving
out of the sanctuary (Leviticus 16).
Here is what happened, according to Leviticus 4. For sins of the
high priest or the community, the
high priest applied blood at two
locations inside the holy place
(Leviticus 4:6-7, 17-18), moving
toward the ark of the Covenant,
where God’s Presence was located.
The two blood applications were:
1.Sprinkling seven times in
front of the inner veil, that is, in
front (east) of the incense altar.
2.Daubing on the horns of the
incense altar.
The high priest then poured out
the remaining blood at the base of
the outer altar (verses 7, 18) simply to dispose of it. This disposal
was not an application of blood to
the altar.
By contrast to the movement
toward the ark in Leviticus 4,
Leviticus 16 shows that in the special sin offerings on the Day of
Atonement, the sanctuary was
cleansed from the inside out: most
holy place to holy place to outer

1. Sprinkling once on the lid of
the ark.
2. Sprinkling seven times in
front of the ark’s lid.
3. Daubing on the horns of the
incense altar.
4. Sprinkling seven times in
front of the veil, that is, in
front (east) of the incense altar.
5. Daubing on the horns of the
outer altar.
6. Sprinkling seven times on the
outer altar.
The fact that the sanctuary was
cleansed from the inside out agrees
with what we would expect for a
“house-cleaning job.” When you
want to sweep out the rooms of a
house, you begin from the innermost part of the house and sweep

gram, 3 and 4) reverse the order
and direction of the blood applications there during the year (previous diagram, 1 and 2). Throughout the year blood carried sins into
the sanctuary and on the Day of
Atonement blood carried sins out
of the sanctuary.
We have found that the blood
of sacrificial animals carried defilement into the sanctuary throughout the year. This idea is supported
by Leviticus 6:27-29, which instructs priests regarding sin offerings:
Whatever touches its flesh shall
become holy; and when any of its
blood is spattered on a garment,
you shall wash the bespattered part
in a holy place. An earthen vessel
in which it was boiled shall be broken; but if it is boiled in a bronze
vessel, that shall be scoured and
rinsed in water. Every male among
the priests shall eat of it; it is most
holy.
The sacrifice was “most holy,”
but its blood and flesh were treated
as if they were impure. A garment
spattered with the blood had to be
washed. An earthen vessel in which
the flesh was boiled had to be broken. This was similar to the treatment of objects that came in contact with carcasses of unclean animals (Leviticus 11:32-33). A sin offering was holy because it was offered to the holy God, but there is

the dirt toward the door that leads
to outside.
This order for the Day of Atonement (Leviticus 16) reverses the direction of movement that occurred
on other days (Leviticus 4). See especially the way in which the blood
applications in the holy place on
the Day of Atonement (above dia-

a sense in which it was also impure.
Why? Because it was the means by
which sin or ritual impurity was removed from the offerer.
Sacrificial blood itself was not
impure, but it was a “carrier” agent,
a means of transfer, just as blood
in a human or animal body has the
function of carrying away waste
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products. Sin or ritual impurity
would go from the person being
purified through the blood to the
altar. Similarly, bath water by itself is clean, but when you contact
it with your dirty body, the water
carries the dirt. If that dirty water
gets on something, it will make
that object dirty.
The whole point of the ritual
impurity laws was to keep impure
people and things from coming in
contact with holy things connected
with the sanctuary (see Leviticus
7:20; 15:31). But here in the sin
offering we see holiness and impurity together. In this sacrifice God
allowed holiness and impurity to
mix in order to make atonement
for His people.
By transferring a sacrificial animal to God, an Israelite transferred
sin or ritual impurity from himself/herself to God at His sanctuary. The person was freed from the
problem because God took it. It
was now in God’s “ball park,” that
is, His sanctuary.
When an Israelite laid one hand
on the head of an animal in a sin
offering, whether it dealt with a
case of sin or with ritual impurity,
this gesture played an important
role in the transfer of evil to the
sanctuary because it identified the
offerer as the one whose evil was
transferred to the sanctuary by
means of the animal.
Since the location of the sevenfold sprinkling in front of the incense altar is important for understanding the reversal of blood applications in the holy place, some
additional explanation will be helpful. Remember that the instructions regarding what the high priest
is to do in the holy place (= “tent
of meeting”) on the Day of Atonement are abbreviated: “and so he
shall do for the tent of meeting...”
(Leviticus 16:16b). These words
indicate that he is to follow the
pattern set in the most holy place,
where he applies blood once to an
object (the ark) and seven times in
front of that object (verses 14-15).
In the holy place, the object to
which the high priest applies the

blood once (on each of the horns)
is the altar of incense (Exodus
30:10). Therefore, the sevenfold
application of blood by sprinkling
in the holy place must be in front
(east) of the altar of incense.
In Leviticus 4:6, 17, on a day
other than the Day of Atonement,
the high priest also sprinkles blood
seven times in the holy place. This
is the same action as on the Day of
Atonement, and it is in the same
area. Other applications of blood
during the year are performed at
the same locations as on the Day
of Atonement: on the altar of incense (Leviticus 4:7, 18; Exodus
30:10) and on the outer altar in the
courtyard (Leviticus 4:25, 30, 34;
16:18-19). Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that the sevenfold
sprinkling during the year would
be performed at the same location
within the holy place as on the Day
of Atonement, namely, in front of
the altar of incense.
Location of the sevenfold sprinkling in front of the incense altar
on days other than the Day of
Atonement is not contradicted by
Leviticus 4:6, 17, where the sevenfold sprinkling is “in front of the
curtain”. The Hebrew expression
“in front of ” in Leviticus 4:6, 17
refers to location in one area that
is “in front of ” another area (compare Genesis 33:18; Leviticus 10:4;
2 Kings 16:14). While the inner
curtain/veil of the sanctuary is not
itself an area, by stretching across
the interior width of the sanctuary
it defines the area of the most holy
place. So in Leviticus 4:6, 17,
sprinkling in front of the veil
means sprinkling in the area of the
holy place, which is in front of the
area of the most holy place. The
sevenfold sprinkling is both in
front of the veil and in front of the
incense altar. The fact that the incense altar is located between the
sprinkling and the veil does not
contradict the fact that the sprinkling is in front of the veil.
It is the area of the holy place
that is affected by defilement during the year and cleansing on the
Day of Atonement. Therefore it

makes sense that the sevenfold
sprinkling of blood would be in the
main, central part of the holy place,
in front (east) of the incense altar,
rather than at the edge of the holy
place between the altar and the veil.
Thus far we have found that a
reversal of blood applications in the
holy place provides evidence for
two stages of atonement. A second
piece of evidence is found in connection with the purification of
one or more assistants, probably
not priests, who dispose of the sin
offering carcasses on the Day of
Atonement. This activity makes
such an assistant impure so that he
is required to purify himself
(Leviticus 16:28). Why does he
become impure? Because the carcasses function as ritual “sponges”
that absorb the impurities and sins
removed from the sanctuary.
Disposing of the carcasses of sin
offerings for the sins of the high
priest or the community on other
days of the year does not defile assistants, as shown by the fact that
they are not required to purify
themselves (Leviticus 4:11-12, 21).
Why do they not become impure?
Because these carcasses are not
functioning as ritual sponges to remove defilement from the sanctuary. The sins are moving into the
sanctuary, not out of the sanctuary.
We have found that sacrifices
during the year moved sins and
impurities into the sanctuary and
sacrifices on the Day of Atonement
moved the same evils out of the
sanctuary. Each evil was handled
twice by sacrifice, in two stages of
atonement. What goes in must
come out!
*This is a chapter excerpted from
Roy Gane’s book Altar Call (Berrien
Springs, MI: Diadem, 1999), pp. 203209.
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News

From Israel
Amram Elofer
Jerusalem, Israel
Judaism’s Conservative Movement
Rabbi Professor David Golinkin
has been appointed president and rector of the Conservative Movement’s
Schechter Institute of Jewish Studies.
Rabbi Golinkin places the Conservative Movement (Masorti) closer to
Orthodox Judaism than to the Reform, but acknowledges that there is
some confusion on the part of Israelis and the Chief Rabbinate since they
do not differentiate between those
who are not recognized as Orthodox.
Rabbi Golinkin aims to open a dialogue with the religious establishment
to encourage pluralistic, openminded Judaism. He is already a
member of the executive of the Joint
Institute for Jewish Studies.
From the largest graduating class
so far of the Schechter Institute’s Rabbinical School, five rabbis have been
ordained. One aims to promote Jewish education in the congregation, another is the first Russian Conservative rabbi in Israel, while a third plans
to promote interfaith dialogues and
establish an interfaith academy in Israel. We wrote to congratulate the
new rabbi on his ordination, sending
him a copy of Shabbat Shalom and
advising him that we too were interested in dialogue. We look forward
to further correspondence with him.

The rabbi appointed to Gilo has already been serving there for the past
two years and has seen a significant
increase in his congregation’s numbers and the intensity of their prayers
since shooting between Palestine
gunmen and IDF forces began.
Temple Mount
Controversy continues over sovereignty and authority over the
Temple Mount. The Prime Minister,
Ehud Barak, had promised that Israel would never agree to giving up
its authority over the Temple Mount.
However, this did not mean that Israel had actually to be in physical
control of the area. The Wakf (Islamic
Council) could administer the
Temple Mount, while Israel would
still maintain sovereignty. The Palestine Authority maintains its claim
for all of East Jerusalem, including
the Temple Mount and other holy
places, to be the capital of a Palestine
state.
Israel’s Chief Rabbis are concerned
about the consequences of proposed
sovereignty concessions over the
Temple Mount. Continued throwing
of stones from the Temple Mount
onto Jewish worshippers at the Western Wall is believed likely to continue.
The Ashkenazi Chief Rabbi, Yisrael
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Meir Yau, denied the right of anyone to make concessions on the
Temple Mount’s status, as ceding
sovereignty over the Temple Mount
would deny Israel’s Biblical and historical claims to Jerusalem. Since
both the First and Second Temples
predated Islam, Lau called on Moslem leaders to respect early Moslem
leaders’ designation of the El-Aksa
Mosque as their principle prayer
place, not the Dome of the Rock
which is believed to be the foundation stone at the heart of the Temple.
Judeo-Christian commonalties
Last October, The New York Times
reported that almost 170 Jewish
scholars and rabbis including 11 Orthodox Jews had released a statement
the previous month, asserting that
“Jews and Christians worship the
same God”. This is an acknowledgement that both Judaism and
Christianity revere the same God,
and share the same Bible and moral
principles; that they are not so distinct after all. It is also a response to
Christian repentance and self-correction following the Holocaust. Other
Jewish scholars however believe that
because Judaism and Christianity interpret the Scriptures differently, they
cannot be combined.

Roots

The Sucah of God
Reinaldo Siqueira
Professor of Hebrew Scriptures

I

n the Mishnah, the
tractate Aboth i.2 states
that the world is “sustained” by three things: The Law
(Torah), the temple service, and the
good deeds. This statement presents, in a nutshell, the great importance of the temple for Judaism, and the centrality of the idea
of the sanctuary for the Jewish
Faith.
Indeed, since the very beginning
of the People of Israel, when God
was establishing them as His Own
People and His Holy Nation, He
gave them orders to build a sanctuary so that He might “dwell
among them” (Exodus 25:8). The
sanctuary would also provide a way
of approaching God in a very direct and tangible way.1 According
to the biblical text, God went so
far as to precisely instruct Moses
on the pattern of such a sanctuary,
in all its structure and furniture
(Exodus 25:9).
Even after the total destruction
of the temple of Jerusalem by the
Romans in the year 70 C.E., the

centrality of the idea of God’s sanctuary in Judaism remained alive. It
can be seen in the daily liturgy of
the synagogue religious services
(the morning service, Shacharit, the
afternoon service, Minchah, and
the evening services, Arvit, remind
the worshiper of the time of the religious services in the temple and
its sacrifices); in the liturgy of the
Sabbath; in the annual holidays
and in the solemn liturgy of the
Yom Kippur; in the fast of the 9th
of Av (Tisha b’Av), the date of the
two destructions of the temple; in
one of the requests of the Great
Prayer, the Amidah, that asks for
the rebuilding of the temple and
the reestablishment of its service;
and in many practices of religious
Jews that have the intention to
show their sorrow for the destruction of the temple.
The enormous importance of
the idea of God’s sanctuary and of
the temple of Jerusalem is well felt
all through the New Testament in
many of its texts. They play an important role in its history and the-

ology. They are so frequent that the
New Testament is an important
historical source of Jewish history
and ideas concerning the temple.
They also portray thereby some
very deep Jewish roots of the New
Testament preaching and faith that
have been either forgotten or misunderstood by many of its believers or readers.
First of all, many of the historical facts depicted in the New Testament took place inside, or in relation to, the Temple of Jerusalem.
The Gospel of Luke, for example,
starts with the story of Zachariah,
a Cohen (priest), officiating inside
the Temple. He was offering incense (Qetoret Samim), apparently
at the time of the afternoon service (Minchah), inside the Holy
Place, in front of the golden altar,
when a heavenly messenger announced to him that his wife
would give birth to a son, and he
should call his name Yochanan
(John). This boy would be great at
the sight of the Lord, for he would
prepare the way for the coming of
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The enormous importance of the idea of God’s sanctuary and of the
temple of Jerusalem is well felt through the New Testament.
the Messiah in the power and the
spirit of Elijah, fulfilling thereby
the prophecy of Malachi (see Luke
1:5-24). Luke also reports many
different events in the childhood
of Jesus which, as a normal Jewish
boy of the time, were related to the
Temple of Jerusalem, for example,
his ceremony of Pidyon-haBen (redeeming of the firstborn male) and

scribed as zealous of the Law, and
their habitual place of daily worship was the Temple (see Acts 2:46;
3:1-4:4; 5:12-16; 21:17-26; 22:17;
24:17-18; 26:21).
But if the Temple is seen in the
New Testament as the place for
worship and for religious gathering, it is above all because it was
considered to be, in the line of the

the purification of his mother after childbirth (Luke 2:22-38), his
Bar Mitsvah (a boy’s religious maturity ceremony), which is the most
ancient historical report of that ceremony that we know (Luke 2:4152).2 The Gospel of John is another
example, for it usually presents
Jesus as teaching and healing in the
temple courts, and being there for
the festival ceremonies, as a religious Jewish man would be (see
John 2:13-225; 5:1-47; 7:10-53;
10:22-42). As for the book of the
Acts of the Apostles, it presents the
early Jewish believers in Jesus as
faithful to the Temple service. Living in Jerusalem, being numbered
by the ten thousands—including
many priests (Cohanim, Acts 6:7)
and Pharisees (Perushim, Acts
15:5)—these believers were de-

biblical and Jewish view of the
time, the special place of God’s
dwelling. This view can be plainly
seen in Jesus’ warnings against careless swearing and oath-taking. In
his warnings, he recalls the holiness
of the Temple and its sanctity as
God’s sanctuary. One should always be careful and have in mind
that “he who swears by the temple,
swears both by the temple and by
Him who dwells within it” (Matthew 23:21). The temple precincts
were therefore sacred, for it was the
House of the Lord and should be
used for worship and prayer in all
its extension. Twice in his short
ministry, hence, Jesus raised himself against the abuses promoted by
the leaders of the Sadducees, who
were in charge of the Temple. The
high priest Caiaphas had allowed
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money changers and sellers of cattle
and other sacrificial animals to occupy part of the Temple’s ground,
the court reserved to the gentiles,
for their business. The Talmud reports that on the Mount of Olives,
which is right in front of the
Temple area, there were four markets dedicated to providing the religious Jewish pilgrims with all they
needed for their sacrifices and worship. Therefore it was unnecessary
to allow the merchants to do their
business on the Temple grounds,
and the Talmud curses the
Sadducees for such desecration of
the holy grounds.3 By overturning
the tables of the money changers
and casting the merchants out of
the Temple, Jesus portrayed the
same abhorrence and refusal of
such abuses. After having expelled
these merchants, Jesus quoted
Isaiah 56:7, saying that the Temple
of Jerusalem was a “House of
Prayer” for all the nations, therefore the courts of the gentiles
should fulfill such a purpose (see
John 2:13-17; Matthew 21:12-13;
Mark 11:15-17; Luke 19:45-46).
At the end of his life, the Gospel
reports that Jesus, considering the
prophecies of Daniel, looked at the
nearby future to the destruction of
Jerusalem and of the Temple by the
Roman army and he cried. The
sight of the evil and all the suffering that would befall his own
people was so overwhelming that
his concerns were with those who
would endure such a time, even
when he was facing his own death
(see Matthew 23:37-24:2, 15-22;
Luke 19:41-44; 23:27-31).
The New Testament ideas about
God’s sanctuary are also presented
in three other lines, lines that represent well the New Testament’s
biblical and Jewish roots: The
People of God is seen as His Sanctuary; the individual believer as
well; and finally, it speaks about a

heavenly sanctuary where the
throne of God is located.
In the Hebrew Bible, Psalm
114:2 states that when Israel came
out of Egypt, Judah became God’s
Sanctuary and Israel His dominion. In the New Testament, likewise, Paul (Shaul) says that the
Ekklesia of God (God’s Qahal), the
congregation of children of God,
was His Sanctuary, the very midst
in which God dwells with His
Spirit (1 Corinthians 3:16). This
idea of a community of faith serving as a sanctuary for God’s presence is very present in the basic
Jewish concept that where there is
a group of ten or more Jewish men
praying together (in Jewish terms,
what is known as a Minyan), the
“Divine Presence, the Shekhinah,
is in their midst.4
As Isaiah 57:15 declared that
God dwells “in a high and holy
place [i.e. heavens], and also with
the contrite and lowly of spirit,” so
would Paul (Shaul) also assert that
the individual believer is himself a
temple of God (1 Corinthians
6:19-20). This concept of an individual as a temple of God is related
to the religious concept of “holiness.” To be “holy” ( Hebrew,
qadosh) is to be separated for God,
dedicated to His service, to be used
for His dwelling. All these concepts
are fundamental to the biblical
concept of sanctuary, hence the
Tabernacle of the desert and the
Temple of Jerusalem were usually
called the Qodesh (the Holy). This
concept of holiness was applied to
Israel since its beginnings, for it was
a “holy nation” (Exodus 19:5-6).
At the first century of the Common Era, it was not uncommon to
call the members of God’s People
the qedoshim, the “holy ones,” the
“saints” (1 Corinthians 1:2; see the
common usage of such an expression in the Jewish literature of
Qumran).
The New Testament speaks also
of the existence of a heavenly sanctuary in which is located the glorious throne of God. According to
the book of Hebrews, it is in this

sanctuary that the Messiah officiates continuously as a High Priest
(Cohen haGadol), interceding and
ministering in favor of humans.
The Tabernacle of the Desert and
the Temple of Jerusalem, with their
religious and ritual services, were
symbols of this heavenly sanctuary
and the ministry and service of the
Messiah therein (Hebrews 2:17-18;
4:14-16; 6:19-20; 8:1-6; 9:110:23). In the Book of Revelation,
John (Yochanan) saw Jesus
(Yeshua) as the heavenly High
Priest, standing by seven golden
menorot (or seven golden
lampstands), ministering in front
of the throne of God, surrounded
by angels and heavenly beings
(Revelation 1:12-16; 4:1-5:14).
The description of such a vision has
much in common with the visions
of the throne of God found in
Isaiah 6, Ezekiel 1, and Daniel 7.
In this heavenly sanctuary John saw
also the golden altar, the offering
of the incense (Qetoret samim) with
a golden censer, golden trumpets,
the ark of the covenant, and many
other objects and rituals that belonged to the context of the sanctuary (Revelation 8:2-11:19; 15:18). Similar ideas about the heavenly sanctuary and the ministry of
the Messiah as its High Priest were
very common in the Judaism of the
time when the books of Hebrews
and Revelation were written. They
can be found in much Jewish
Apocalyptic and rabbinic literature.5
Finally, at the end of the New
Testament, the end of the book of
Revelation draws on the message
and meaning of the Jewish Tabernacle Festival, and presents the
coming new world, upon which
will descend the heavenly Jerusalem, as the full realization of the
idea of the Sanctuary. God Himself will dwell in this Golden
Jerusalem, and there will be unrestricted communion between humans and their Creator. While he
was seeing it through a vision, John
heard a loud voice coming from the
throne of God, “saying: ‘Behold,

the Sucah (tabernacle) of God is
with man. He shall dwell among
them, and they shall be His people,
and God Himself shall be among
them. He shall wipe away every
tear from their eyes; and there shall
no longer be any death; there shall
no longer be any mourning, or crying, or pain; the first things have
passed away.’ And He who sits on
the throne said, ‘Behold, I am making all things new.’ And He said,
‘Write, for these words are faithful
and true’” (Revelation 21:3-5).
1
The ideas of nearness and relationship are very basic to the Israelite sanctuary. It is well expressed, for example,
in the very common words used to expressed the verb “to sacrifice” (hiqriv)
and the substantive “offering, sacrifice”
(qorban); both come from the root QRB
which has the idea of “to be close,” “to
be near.” Hence, to sacrifice in Hebrew
means literally “to approach,” and the
offering brings in itself the idea of
“closeness, relationship.”
2
See for a short description of the ancient practice of Bar Mitsvah Daniel B.
Syme, The Jewish Home: A Guide for Jewish Living (Northvale, NJ: Jason
Aronson, 1989), 69.
3
See William L. Lane, The Gospel of
Mark, The New International Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans, 1974),
402-408; and David H. Stern, Jewish
New Testament Commentary (Clarksville,
MD: Jewish New Testament Publications, 1996), 63.
4
See Hayim Halevi Donin, Rezar
Como Judio: Guia Para el Libro de
Oraciones y el Culto en la Sinagoga, trans.
Oscar Sapolinsky, ed. Eliahu Birnbaum
(Jerusalem: Eliner, 1986), 28.
5
See, for example, Testament of Levi
3:4-8; 5:1; 2 Apocalypse of Baruch 4:36; 4 Ezra 7:26; 8:52; 13:36; Mishnah,
tractate Tamid. See discussion on the
topic in William L. Lane, Hebrews 1-8,
Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 47a
(Dallas, TX: Word Books, 1991), 204206, and Jacques Doukhan, Revelation
of Yohanan: The Apocalypse Through Hebrew Eyes (forthcoming).
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Viewpoint

“The Devil Made Me Do It”
The Sanctuary and the Forgiveness of Sin

Clifford Goldstein
Editor and Author

I

n the 1970s American
comedian Flip Wilson
used to recite the line,
“The devil made me do it!” His point
being, of course, that whatever sin he
committed wasn’t his fault. He
couldn’t help it. The devil made him
do it.
In Jewish thought, sin is not seen
as a necessity, something that we cannot help; rather, sin is the result of
man’s own will and free choice. In
other words, no one (not even the
devil) can force us to sin. We sin only
because we choose to sin, which is
why we are answerable for it. How
fair would it be, after all, if we had
no choice but to sin, but were then
punished for that sin? It would be like
punishing a woman for being female,
or a child for being young.
Also, despite the laughs Flip’s oneliner always got, nothing’s humorous
about sin. It remains, today, what it
has always been, and that is the most
damaging, destructive, and pernicious force in creation. It’s hard for
us, as sinners, to recognize what we’re
so steeped in. How do we objectively

perceive that which has, in a sense,
changed the very rhythms of the fermions and bosons that make up our
being and all accessible physical reality? It’s not easy.
Nevertheless, the horizontal tragedies of sin are everywhere apparent,
sucking life out of us from the moment our first two cells meet, mate,
and make us what we are even before we become it. In every cry, in
every chancre, in every broken bone
and in every broken home—sin is
the culprit. War, crime, perversion,
oppression, these are surface reflections alone of the deeper issue, that
of sin. There’s not a sorrow, a loss, a
scar rooted and grounded in anything but sin, ours or someone-oreveryone else’s (it hardly matters
whose). What matters is that sin is,
and that every moment all that
breathes suffers its consequences.
Yet the real tragedy of sin isn’t in
the horizontal, in that which siphons
life from every cell, in that which has
disturbed the harmony of the four
dimensions, in that which makes
every heart beat one closer to its fi-
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nal screaming, desperate spasm. The
most basic, metaphysical consequences of sin exist in a realm we can
access only by faith, never by sight
or by touch or by reason. What we
see, feel, and reason are only echoes,
ripples, reflections of a deeper problem in a deeper reality. The real tragedy of sin exists in the vertical, in the
rupture between heaven and earth,
in the chasm between the creature
and Creator. All that sin causes us to
do to ourselves and to each other is
because of what sin has done to us
and to our relationship with God.
Sin ruptured that relationship,
caused an estrangement, and created
a division between the Creator and
the created so that the created became separated from the only source
of existence, life, and purpose—a
separation with consequences more
dire than if the umbilical cord were
severed in the womb, because what
the created lost due to sin wasn’t just
physical but spiritual, even eternal.
And, in direct response to this, the
problem of sin, the Lord instituted
the Hebrew sanctuary service—the

(temporary) means by which this rift
could, at least in type, be healed, the
means by which sinful man could be
restored to His Lord and Creator.
“And they will make for Me a
sanctuary, and I will dwell in their
midst” (Exodus 25:8, author’s translation), the Lord said to the Hebrews
after the flight from Egypt. How fascinating that this sanctuary, this
miqdash (from the Hebrew word,
qdsh, which means, basically, “to set
apart for holy use”) wasn’t just a place
for the Lord to reside. It wasn’t just
beyt YHWH, that is, “the house of
the Lord,” the place where He manifested His presence. Instead, the
miqdash, the sanctuary, was also the
center of His salvation activity, the
place where the people came to seek
atonement, reconciliation, and forgiveness for their sins.
No wonder. If sin has been the
culprit in causing the rift between
man and His Maker (“For your iniquities have separated between you
and your Lord, and your sins have
caused Him to hide His face from
you, that He will not hear”; Isaiah
59:2), then how appropriate for the
sanctuary—the place where sin is
forgiven, atoned for, eventually carried away—to also be the place where
God will “dwell in their midst.” Man
can approach the Lord in the sanctuary because the sanctuary is where
sin, that which first severed man
from God, is atoned for.
Over and over, in the context of
the sacrifices, atonement happened
through the sanctuary and its services: “and the priest shall make an
atonement for them, and it shall be
forgiven them” (Leviticus 4:20); “and
the priest shall make an atonement
for him as concerning his sin, and it
shall be forgiven him” (Leviticus
4:26); “and the priest shall make an
atonement for his sin that he hath
committed, and it shall be forgiven
him” (Leviticus 4:35). Atonement is
clearly linked to forgiveness, and it
happened with blood. “For the life
of the flesh is in hadam [the blood],
and I have set it for you on the altar
in order to atone for your souls, because the blood, it will atone for the

soul” (Leviticus 17:11). Said the Jewish Encyclopedia, “For this reason, the
blood, which to the ancients was the
life power or soul, forms the essential part of the sacrificial atonement
(see Leviticus 17:11). This is the interpretation given by all the Jewish
commentators, ancient and modern,
on the passage.” The Talmud
(Zabahim 6a) concurs: “Surely atonement can be made only with blood,
as it [Leviticus 17:11] says, For it is
the blood that maketh atonement.”
Though much debate exists on
the exact meaning of the sanctuary
rituals (there’s not much explanation
in the book itself; meaning has to be
carefully extracted from the acts
themselves), the idea of substitution
appears. A person sinned and,
through the death of the sacrificial
animal, an amoral creature that did
not sin (that’s not capable of sin), a
person is forgiven. Again, the Jewish
Encyclopedia: “In every sacrifice there
is the idea of substitution: the victim
takes the place of the human sinner.
The laying of hands upon the victim’s
head is an ordinary rite by which the
substitution and the transfer of sin is
effected.”
Tightly linked to substitution is
the idea of the bearing of sin, a crucial component in the sanctuary service. Said Leviticus 5:1, “And if a soul
that will sin hears the voice of an oath,
and he was a witness or saw or knew
of it but did not tell, he will bear his
iniquity.” In contrast, after the death
of Nadab and Abihu, Moses said to
Aaron’s other sons, the priests, “Why
have you not eaten the sin offering
in the holy place, and God has given
it to you to bear the iniquity of the
congregation, to make atonement for
them before the Lord” (Leviticus
10:17).
Atonement is linked to forgiveness,
and atonement is linked to the bearing of sin, that is, when someone else,
other than the sinner, bears that sin in
the sinner’s stead. This is the essence
of what the Jewish Encyclopedia meant
when it talked about substitution and
the transfer of sin as seen in the Hebrew sanctuary service.
What’s fascinating too is the word

for “bear” in Leviticus 10:17, nasa;
though the basic meaning of nasa is
“to bear, to carry,” there are a few
places where it is translated as “forgive.” Perhaps the most dramatic example is in Exodus 32, when Israel—
having barely left Egyptian bondage—made and worshiped the
golden calf. After Moses had destroyed the idol by grinding it into
powder and strewing it upon the water, he interceded before the Lord for
Israel, pleading; “Yet now, if you will
forgive their sin; but if not, blot me, I
pray thee, out of the your book,
which you have written.” The verb
translated “forgive” comes from nasa,
which means the verse could just as
easily been translated, “Yet now, if
you will bear their sin; but if not, blot
me, I pray thee, out of the your book,

No one, not even
the devil, can force
us to sin.
which you have written.” Moses was
asking the Lord Himself to bear the
sin of Israel?
This isn’t the only place that concept appears. In Exodus 34:6, 7, the
text says, “The Lord, the Lord God,
merciful and gracious, longsuffering,
and abundant in goodness and truth,
keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sin.”
The word for “forgiving”? Again,
from nasa, “to carry, to bear.” The
Lord, merciful and gracious . . . bearing iniquity, transgression, and sin.
God Himself bearing the iniquity
of His people?
All these truths, and so much
more, are derived from the sanctuary service, the place where God
chose to dwell among men, the place
where He deemed to teach, not just
Israel but the world, the truth about
Him and His salvation. The place
which taught how sin was to be forgiven, not just Israel’s sin, but the sin
of whole world.
Even Flip Wilson’s.
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Jewish Thought

A House for All
Challenging reflections out of the Temple Mount
A. Hadas
Graduate Student in Philosophy

Emmanuel Levinas (1906-1995)
Levinas, French philosopher and
Talmudic commentator, was born
in Kaunas, Lithuania. He first studied at the University of Strasbourg,
France (1923-28), and then under
Edmund Husserl in Freiburg, Germany (1928-29). There Levinas
also met Martin Heidegger whose
thoughts, especially Being and Time
(1927), had a lasting influence on
him.
In France, Levinas became one
of the most esteemed philosophers
of the post-World War II period.
His impact on the English-speaking world, however, was only felt
shortly before his death. He understood to combine postmodern philosophy with Jewish religious
thought and thus provided the possibility that religious and nonreligious thinkers could be brought together. Levinas is best known for
his challenging (Jewish) ethical reflection. At the heart of Levinas’
thought is the concept of Otherness (”alterity” is the term Levinas
prefers), the Other, and the obligation each human has toward the
Other. No wonder he claims that
“Ethics is first philosophy.” His two
most influential works in this regard are Totality and Infinity (1961)
and Otherwise Than Being or Beyond Essence (1974). mp

“Underneath the argument
about the future of the Occupied
Territories lurks a deep division
whose origins go back before the
wars and the occupations. It is a
division over the character of the
State of Israel, over the nature of
the Jewish existence at the present
time, and over the meaning of the
Jewish heritage. . . . Who are we?
What is our purpose? What are we
living for and how are we going
to live here?” 1
The present debate concerning
the Temple Mount, one of the last
items of negotiation, should be
addressed with the present questions in mind. Who are we? What
is our purpose? I believe that we
need to rethink the essence of Ju-

Holiness of time is
superior in Judaism to
holiness in space.
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daism as well as the meaning of
the Temple in Judaism if we are
to ever approach a solution to the
present problem.
It must first be noted that Judaism has survived for centuries

without a temple. Its survival in
no way depends on the palpable
presence of the temple, nor of its
ancient location. With the destruction of the temple and the
ensuing diaspora, Judaism exploded out of the limits and
boundaries of space and spread in
the whole world. Judaism, according to Abraham Heschel, is a religion of time and not of space. 2
Other religions have their cathedrals, their shrines and sacred locations. Judaism, on the other
hand, has built its monuments in
time. In Judaism sacredness is an
attribute of time and not of space.
Holiness of time, as we experience
it through the Sabbath and other
festivals, is superior in Judaism to
holiness in space. Judaism thus
does not revolve around sacred
sites but around sacred moments.
In the preface written by Heschel’s
own daughter of one of his last
books, Israel: an Echo of Eternity,
we are reminded of the importance of such an understanding of
Judaism in light of the present political events: “God is not dwelling anymore in Israel than anywhere else, because God is not
reached through the physicality of
space. . . . God is rather met in

moments of faith, in holy time.
Jerusalem is not sacred in itself, as
land; my father would have repudiated the idolatry of the land expressed by some contemporary
Jews. He says it quite clearly: ‘We
do not worship the soil.’” 3 Judaism is a religion which evolves in
time. It does not need the Temple
Mount to be Judaism. This obsession with space, at the price of human life, is an attitude which is
closer to paganism than to Judaism.
And yet, the temple did exist.
It did hold an important place in
space. The land of Israel has once
again been reclaimed. No one can
deny the importance that the
Western Wall and the present
Temple Mount hold in current
Judaism as ancient witnesses of
God’s presence. The problem cannot be dismissed so easily. The fact
that Judaism is a religion of time
in no way dismisses space. Indeed,
“space and time are interrelated.”
Let us then look more closely to
the meaning of this space which
once held the temple.
The temple was never understood as the sole possession of the
Jews. First of all, the temple was
the site of God’s presence: “So I
will consecrate the tent of meeting and the altar. . . . Then I will
dwell among the Israelites and be
their God” (Exodus 29:44-45).
And just as no one possesses God,
no one may claim possession of
the site of His presence.
Moreover, the temple is a site
of gathering, not only for the Jews,
but also for the nations: “The Sovereign Lord declares, he who gathers the exiles of Israel: I will gather
still others to them besides those
already gathered” (Isaiah 56:8).
The temple has a dimension of
universality. This is manifest in
the very structure of the text relating to the building of the
temple.
Indeed, the building of the
temple follows a seven-step structure which echoes in form and in
content the creation of the world
(see Exodus 40:17-33). Furthermore, the building of the temple
ends in Hebrew with the same
technical phrase as the creation of
the world: “and he finished the

work” (Genesis 2:1 and Exodus
40:33). 4 The parallel between the
building of the temple and the
creation of the world is especially
interesting in the context of our
debate. The temple was supposed
to represent the whole world. The
universal character of the temple
was especially relevant during the
Day of Atonement when the
cleansing of the temple followed
the individual cleansing or atonement of each individual Jew. The
cleansing of the individual thus
pointed to the cleansing of the
whole world.
And indeed, the Day of Atonement (or Yom Kippur) is not just
a day of introspection and of
prayer for one’s personal sins. We
do not just stand individually be-

Just as no one possesses
God, no one may
claim possession of the
site of His presence.
fore our Creator, but are judged
as “sheep before a shepherd,” that
is, as a group. Forgiveness for our
personal sins occurs only upon our
turning to others in the gesture of
charity. The real dynamic of Yom
Kippur is not concentration on
one’s sinful self, but consideration
of others’ needs; it is not contraction but expansion. Forgiveness is
not a lonely event. It demands a
turning from oneself towards others. To save oneself must entail
saving the whole world. The
temple symbolizes the universe. It
encompasses the nations. Likewise, the liturgy within its portals,
best exemplified by the liturgy of
Yom Kippur, points us to the others who surround us. The prayers
we recite during Yom Kippur are
construed so as to bring us out of
ourselves to the greater realization
of the needs of others. The temple
of the Jews, in that it is the temple
of God, of the Master of the Universe, cannot obliterate the nations. The very purpose of the
temple is to speak and teach of the
ideal of the Hebrew prophets that
someday it will be a “a house of

prayer for all the nations” (Isaiah
56:7).
Finally, I believe that a Jewish
state can survive while still acknowledging the presence of the
Other in its midst. True individuation, according to E. Levinas, is
found in responsibility for the
Other. Indeed, it is only through
responsibility that the Self is
wholly individuated as something
unique and irreplaceable. Responsibility is entirely mine. No one
can be responsible in my place. In
living up to my responsibility to
the Other, I am being someone
that no one can be in my place. I
am being truly myself in a unique,
irreplaceable way. I believe that
the Jewish state will truly reach
individuation the day it lives up
to what it effectively is: a State,
responsible for all its citizens. The
true “redemption” of the Jewish
state, its being at last out of danger, cannot be an individual one.
Redemption is not an individual
concept. Just as there was no individual redemption in the ancient temple service, one’s sins being forgiven only upon manifestation of sensitivity to the needs
of others, 5 likewise, there is no individuation possible for the Jewish state without acknowledgment
and acceptance of the Other in
their midst, be they Christian or
Moslem.
1
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Israel, Palestine, and Peace: Essays (New
York: Vintage Books, 1994), pp. 78-79.
2
Abraham Joshua Heschel, The Sabbath: Its Meaning for Modern Man (New
York: Farrar, Straus and Young, 1951).
3
Introduction by Susannah Heschel
in Abraham Joshua Heschel, Israel: An
Echo of Eter nity, reprint edition
(Woodstock: Jewish Lights Publications,
1997).
4
See Jon D. Levenson, Sinai and
Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible
(Minneapolis: Winston Press, 1985),
142-145.
5
See Yom Kippur liturgy, where forgiveness of one’s sins comes only through
charity. A parallel passage in the New
Testament is Matthew 25:31-46.
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Recent Books
Evolution of the Synagogue: Problems and Progress
Howard Clark Kee, editor
Trinity Press International,
1999
183 pp., $20.00
Here is an essay collection
of nine scholars and researchers into rabbinic Judaism and
early Christianity who investigate the evolution of the
synagogue. The contributions
have grown out of the presentations and discussions of the Philadelphia Seminar
in Christian Origins in the academic year 19951996. Three essays focus on the origins of the synagogue in the land of Israel. This part of the anthology makes clear that the synagogue developed from
a social institution, “a meeting in whatever space was
available and suitable to the construction of increasingly complex worship centers” (p. 2). Only in the
second and third centuries C.E. did the synagogue
become a building, an institutionalized structure.
The synagogues in Galilee at the time of Yeshua were
local village assemblies, a “principal form of local
self-government in which the communal life was expressed and local problems dealt with” (p. 68). The
other six essays deal with the development of the
synagogue in the Diaspora, especially in the prominent places of Syria (Dura-Europos) and Asia Minor (Sardis). They examine archaeological and literary evidence from the historical, rabbinic, and early
Christian sources.
The essays are well-researched and give an excellent introduction into the development of the synagogue, a subject which has “important implications
for historical understanding of both rabbinic Judaism and early Christianity” (p. 3).
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Jewish Temple Imagery in
the Book of Revelation
Robert A. Briggs
Peter Lang, 1999
275 pp., $52.95
This work examines the
temple imagery in the book
of Revelation, which is where
Jewish temple motifs find
their scriptural culmination.
Working from a backgrounds perspective (a most
important avenue in the
study of Revelation), Briggs first traces various
temple themes through the Hebrew Bible and demonstrates how they were utilized in the so-called
Apocalypse. He specifically traces the temple motifs
of the lampstand, the pillar, the altar and incense,
the ark of the covenant, the heavenly temple proper,
and the eschatological temple to find out how they
are continued or changed, clarified, and fulfilled in
Revelation.
Briggs then explores the concept of temple in a
number of noncanonical Jewish writings—the
pseudepigraphic literature, the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
apocryphal books of 1 and 2 Maccabees, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, and Tobit, and finally Philo’s and
Josephus’s writings—assessing the degree to which
sources other than the Old Testament influenced,
shaped and came together in the temple symbolism
of Revelation.
The major conclusion of this study is that “the
temple motifs in Revelation exhibit a great degree
of congruity in meaning and significance with like
figures” in the Hebrew Bible (pp. 215-216), while
other, noncanonical sources are practically not employed. Briggs speculates that the Hebrew Bible is
almost exclusively used for providing the
Apocalypse’s temple imagery because of its character as divine revelation.
The main body of text is well-structured and easily followed, while at the same time extensive notes
and a 33-page bibliography will help those readers
wishing to pursue further study. Briggs certainly has
produced an interesting analysis for all those interested in Jewish temple motifs and/or the book of
Revelation.

The Ancient Synagogue:
The First Thousand Years
Lee I. Levine
Yale University Press,
2000
748 pp., $75.00
Levine, professor of
Jewish history and classical archaeology at the Hebrew University, presents
in this monumental work
an in-depth and comprehensive analysis of the ancient synagogue, its history and all aspects involved
with it.
The book is arranged in two parts. In Part I,
Levine traces the historical development of the synagogue from the Second Temple period to the end of
late antiquity, covering the Greco-Roman and Byzantine periods in both Palestine and the Diaspora.
Included is a synthesis on the function of the synagogue in the late Second Temple period, the first
century C.E. Levine stresses that the synagogue’s primary importance throughout all these periods lay
in its role as a local community center.
Part II is an in-depth discussion of the synagogue
as an institution. Levine describes the synagogue’s
basic features—its architecture and communal dimension, its roles of rabbis, Patriarchs (Nasi), sages,
priests, and women, its liturgy (a description of the
Jewish worship context from late antiquity to a form
which is quite similar to today’s liturgy), and its iconography—and puts the synagogue in its historical
and social context. The book comes equipped with
almost a hundred illustrations, a helpful glossary, an
extensive 70-page bibliography and equally comprehensive 30-page subject index.

Using the latest historical, archaeological, and literary research, The Ancient Synagogue without doubt
contributes immensely to achieving an understanding of ancient Judaism and has also implications for
the relationship of the Jewish community to its pagan and Christian surroundings. Everyone interested
in ancient Jewish and early Christian history will
profit from reading, even browsing through this
book. It’s not hard to predict that Levine’s work will
become the standard work on the ancient synagogue.
Altar Call
Roy Gane
Diadem, 1999
358 pp., $15.00
In 46 bite-size chapters
Gane shows how the services
performed at the sanctuary
on earth, where God resided
with the ancient Israelites,
teach about God’s character
and reveal a God Who is continuing to save human beings and Who invites them
to get in touch with Him where He is now, in His
sanctuary in heaven. By clearly explaining the meanings of the sanctuary services, Altar Call deals with
major issues in the believer’s relationship to God,
including judgment, atonement, the Messiah, His
sacrifice and present work, and salvation.
Gane has produced a reader-friendly and powerful study tool exemplified by simple language, numerous illustrations from everyday life (and from
the rescue of Scott O’Grady in June 1995 from
Bosnia), and a chapter-based study guide at the end.
The combination of fresh scholarship with practical
spirituality is appealing and will enable readers to
review their personal relationship with God.

It’s good to talk.
We invite you to write us. Send us your comments, respond to our interviews and articles,
write us what you liked or disliked—and we may print it. Brief letters are welcome; please include name and address.
Engage in dialogue and send us your correspondence by
Mail:
Letters to the Editor, Shabbat Shalom,
Andrews University,
Berrien Springs, MI 49104-1535
Fax:
(616) 471-6202
E-mail: sshalom@andrews.edu
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“And He built His sanctuary like the heights, Like the earth which He has founded forever.”
(Psalm 78:69, NASB)
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